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the certifying officer, as well as for any pay-
ment prohibited by law or which did not rep-
resent a legal obligation under the appro-
priation or fund involved.

‘‘(c) RIGHTS.—A certifying or disbursing of-
ficer—

‘‘(1) has the right to apply for and obtain a
decision by the Comptroller General on any
question of law involved in a payment re-
quest presented for certification; and

‘‘(2) is entitled to relief from liability aris-
ing under this section in accordance with
title 31.

‘‘(d) OTHER AUTHORITY NOT AFFECTED.—
Nothing in this section affects the authority
of the courts with respect to moneys depos-
ited with the courts under chapter 129 of this
title.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 41 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following item:

‘‘613. Disbursing and certifying officers.’’.
(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend-

ment made by subsection (a) shall not be
construed to authorize the hiring of any Fed-
eral officer or employee.

(d) DUTIES OF DIRECTOR.—Paragraph (8) of
subsection (a) of section 604 of title 28,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(8) Disburse appropriations and other
funds for the maintenance and operation of
the courts;’’.

SEC. 306. AUTHORITY TO PRESCRIBE FEES FOR
TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES IN THE
COURTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 41 of title 28,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘§ 614. Authority to prescribe fees for tech-
nology resources in the courts

‘‘The Judicial Conference is authorized to
prescribe reasonable fees pursuant to sec-
tions 1913, 1914, 1926, 1930, and 1932, for collec-
tion by the courts for use of information
technology resources provided by the judici-
ary for remote access to the courthouse by
litigants and the public, and to facilitate the
electronic presentation of cases. Fees under
this section may be collected only to cover
the costs of making such information tech-
nology resources available for the purposes
set forth in this section. Such fees shall not
be required of persons financially unable to
pay them. All fees collected under this sec-
tion shall be deposited in the Judiciary In-
formation Technology Fund and be available
to the Director without fiscal year limita-
tion to be expended on information tech-
nology resources developed or acquired to
advance the purposes set forth in this sec-
tion.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 41 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘‘614. Authority to prescribe fees for tech-
nology resources in the
courts.’’.

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Chapter 123 of
title 28, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating the section 1932 enti-
tled ‘‘Revocation of earned release credit’’ as
section 1933 and placing it after the section
1932 entitled ‘‘Judicial Panel on Multidis-
trict Litigation’’; and

(2) in the table of sections by striking the
2 items relating to section 1932 and inserting
the following:

‘‘1932. Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litiga-
tion.

‘‘1933. Revocation of earned release credit.’’.

TITLE IV—FEDERAL PUBLIC DEFENDERS
SEC. 401. TORT CLAIMS ACT AMENDMENT RELAT-

ING TO LIABILITY OF FEDERAL PUB-
LIC DEFENDERS.

Section 2671 of title 28, United States Code,
is amended in the second undesignated para-
graph—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘includes’’; and
(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting the following: ‘‘, and (2) any officer
or employee of a Federal public defender or-
ganization, except when such officer or em-
ployee performs professional services in the
course of providing representation under sec-
tion 3006A of title 18.’’.

By Mr. GRAMS:
S. 2517. A bill to amend the Federal

Crop Insurance Act to establish a pilot
program commencing in crop year 2000
for a period of 2 years in certain States
to provide improved crop insurance op-
tions for producers; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.
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THE CROP INSURANCE REFORM
ACT

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill which takes
an important step toward improving
the nation’s federal crop insurance pro-
gram—the ‘‘Crop Insurance Reform
Act.’’

Over the last year, we have witnessed
devastating circumstances come to-
gether to create a crisis atmosphere for
many of our nation’s farmers. I know
that in my own state of Minnesota,
multiple years of wet weather and crop
disease—especially scab—coupled with
rising production costs and plummet-
ing commodity prices is wiping out
family farms in record numbers.

With the increased opportunities
that accompany Freedom to Farm
come increased risks. We’ve seen this
first hand.

Freedom to Farm can work, but a
necessary component of it is an ade-
quate crop insurance program. This
component has been missing so far.
One of the promises made during de-
bate of the 1996 Farm Bill was that
Congress would address the need for
better crop insurance.

We must not let another growing sea-
son pass without having instituted a
new, effective crop insurance program.
This overhaul is a major undertaking,
but instituting a program of com-
prehensive reform must be a priority
upon our return in January.

And, we must start the debate now so
that we can have the best system in
place in time. The bill I’m introducing
today is a first step. It is the result of
months of work from my Minnesota
Crop Insurance Work Group.

The Work Group consists of various
commodity groups, farm organizations,
rural lenders, and agriculture econo-
mists. We have also worked closely
with USDA’s Farm Service and Risk
Management Agencies. But it was my
primary intention to assemble a com-
mittee of farmers and lenders—people
who know the situation and have seen
the problems first hand.

The Crop Insurance Reform Act is de-
signed to address the coverage decision
a farmer must make at the initial
stages of purchasing crop insurance.

This bill allows more options for pro-
ducers to choose from when making
risk-management decisions. It essen-
tially provides farmers with an en-
hanced coverage product at a more af-
fordable price.

Currently, producer premium sub-
sidies range from nearly 42% at the
100% price election for 65% coverage, to
only 13% at the 100% price election for
85% coverage. Producers continue to
stress that, although the Risk Manage-
ment Agency has recently provided
better product options, the subsidy lev-
els at the higher ends of coverage make
them cost prohibitive.

This bill will put in place a flat sub-
sidy level of 29% across the 100% price
election and at all levels of coverage.
This will adjust the producer premiums
to make better coverage more afford-
able.

When farmers are armed with the
necessary risk management tools, ev-
erybody saves. The government saves
in ad hoc disaster payments, arguably
the most expensive way to address any
kind of financial crisis. But more im-
portantly, the family farmer saves.

This bill is just the beginning of re-
form. Over the next few months, I will
continue to work with my Crop Insur-
ance Work Group, and my colleagues,
Senators LUGAR and ROBERTS, to craft
a comprehensive program which di-
rectly benefits producers and protects
the taxpayers.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:
S. 2518. A bill to enhance family life;

to the Committee on Finance.
THE ENHANCING FAMILY LIFE ACT OF 1998

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
today I introduce the Enhancing Fam-
ily Life Act of 1998, a bill inspired by
an extraordinary set of proposals by
one of our nation’s most eminent social
scientists, Professor James Q. Wilson.
On December 4, 1997, I had the honor of
hearing Professor Wilson—who is an
old and dear friend—deliver the Francis
Boyer Lecture at the American Enter-
prise Institute (AEI). The Boyer Lec-
ture is delivered at AEI’s annual dinner
by a thinker who has ‘‘made notable
intellectual or practical contributions
to improved public policy and social
welfare.’’ Previous Boyer lecturers
have included Irving Kristol, Alan
Greenspan, and Henry Kissinger. In his
lecture, Professor Wilson argued that
‘‘two nations’’ now exist within the
United States. He said:

In one nation, a child, raised by two par-
ents, acquires an education, a job, a spouse,
and a home kept separate from crime and
disorder by distance, fences, or guards. In
the other nation, a child is raised by an
unwed girl, lives in a neighborhood filled
with many sexual men but few committed fa-
thers, and finds gang life to be necessary for
self-protection and valuable for self-advance-
ment.

Sadly, this is an all-too-accurate por-
trait of the American underclass, the
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problems of which have been the focus
of decades of unsuccessful welfare re-
form and crime control efforts. We
have tried a great many ‘‘solutions,’’
as Professor Wilson notes:

Congress has devised community action,
built public housing, created a Job Corps,
distributed Food Stamps, given federal funds
to low-income schools, supported job train-
ing, and provided cash grants to working
families.

Yet still we are faced with two na-
tions. Professor Wilson explains why:
‘‘[t]he family problem lies at the heart
of the emergency of two nations.’’ He
notes that as our families become
weaker—as more and more American
children are born outside of marriage
and raised by one, not two, parents—
the foundation of our society becomes
weaker. This deterioration helps to ex-
plain why, as reported by the Census
Bureau today, the poverty rate for
American children is almost twice that
for adults aged 18 to 64 (19.9 percent for
children versus 10.9 percent for adults).
And it grows increasingly difficult for
government to address the problems of
that ‘‘second nation.’’ Professor Wilson
even quotes the Senator from New
York to this effect: ‘‘If you expect a
government program to change fami-
lies, you know more about government
than I do.’’

Even so, Jim Wilson, quite character-
istically, has fresh ideas about what
might help. On the basis of recent
scholarly research, and common sense,
he urged in the Boyer lecture that we
refocus our attention on the vital pe-
riod of early childhood. I was so im-
pressed with his lecture that afterward
I set about writing a bill to put his rec-
ommendations into effect.

The Enhancing Family Life Act of
1998 contains four key elements, all of
which are related to families. First, it
supports ‘‘second chance’’ maternity
homes for unwed teenage mothers.
These are group homes where young
women would live with their children
under strict adult supervision and have
the support necessary to become pro-
ductive members of society. The bill
provides $45 million a year to create
such homes or expand existing ones.

Second, it promotes adoption. The
bill expands the number of children in
foster care eligible for federal adoption
incentives. Too many children drift in
foster care; we should do more to find
them permanent homes. The bill also
encourages states to experiment with
‘‘per capita’’ approaches to finding
these permanent homes for foster chil-
dren, a strategy Kansas has used with
success.

Third, it funds collaborative early
childhood development programs. Re-
cent research has reminded us of the
critical importance of the first few
years of a child’s life. States would
have great flexibility in the use of
these funds; for example, the money
could be used for pre-school programs
for poor children or home visits of par-
ents of young children. It provides $3.75
billion over five years for this purpose.

Finally, the legislation creates a new
education assistance program to enable
more parents to remain home with
young children. A parent who tempo-
rarily leaves the work force to raise a
child would be eligible for an edu-
cational grant, similar to the Pell
Grant, to help the parent enter, or re-
enter, the labor market with skills and
credentials necessary for success in to-
day’s economy once the child is older.

Mr. President, this bill is a starting
point. It is what Professor James Q.
Wilson and I believe just might make a
difference. We would certainly welcome
the comments of others. And I would
commend to the attention of Senators
and other interested persons the full
text of Professor Wilson’s lecture ‘‘Two
Nations,’’ which is available from my
office or from the American Enterprise
Institute. I ask unanimous consent
that a summary of the legislation be
included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE ENHANCING FAMILY LIFE ACT OF 1998—
SUMMARY

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Enhancing
Family Life Act of 1998.’’

SECTION 2. FINDINGS

The Congressional findings support the im-
portance of families in society and social
policy.

Title I—Assistance for Children
SECTION 101. ‘‘SECOND CHANCE HOMES’’

The bill would provide $45 million annually
to establish or expand ‘‘second chance’’ ma-
ternity homes for unwed teenage mothers.
These are group homes where mothers live
with their children under adult supervision
and strict rules while learning good parent-
ing skills.

SECTION 102. ADOPTION PROMOTION

The bill would expand the number of ‘‘spe-
cial needs’’ children in foster care for which
federal adoption subsidies are available. It
de-links’’ eligibility for these subsidies from
the income level of the foster child’s biologi-
cal parents. (Under current law, a foster
child determined to have special needs only
qualifies for a federal adoption subsidy if the
child’s birth parents are welfare-eligible.)
The subsidies would help adoptive parents
meet the particular emotional and physical
challenges of troubled children and so they
can provide the children permanent homes.

In addition, last year’s ‘‘Adoption and Safe
Families Act’’ authorizes the Department of
Health and Human Services to grant child
welfare demonstration waivers to ten states
each year. The bill would reserve three of
each ten waivers to states willing to test
‘‘per capita’’ approaches to finding perma-
nent homes for children in foster care, as
Kansas has done. Under a per capita ap-
proach, states or localities contract on a
fixed sum basis with agencies to reunite fos-
ter children with their biological families or
place them with adoptive parents. Because
the agency, typically a non-profit social
service agency, receives a fixed sum per child
(rather then unlimited reimbursement of
costs) the agency may settle the child in a
permanent home more quickly.

SECTION 103. EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT

The bill provides $3.75 billion over five
years for collaborative early childhood de-
velopment programs. Recent research has

demonstrated the importance of the earliest
years in a child’s life in the child’s intellec-
tual and emotional development. States
could use the funds for home visiting pro-
grams, parenting education, high-quality
child care, and preventive health services.
States would have great flexibility in decid-
ing which services to provide.

SECTION II—‘‘PARENT GRANTS’’
The bill would create a new education as-

sistance program to provide grants to par-
ents who choose to remain at home with
young children. The grants would allow par-
ents to obtain the training, or re-training,
needed to prosper and advance careers after
a period of time outside the labor force. A
custodial parent with children under the age
of six and no earned income, welfare, or SSI
receipt would be eligible to receive a benefit
equivalent to the largest Pell Grant avail-
able for that year (about $2,700 in FY 1998).
The benefit—to be called a ‘‘Parent Grant’’—
could only be used for expenses associated
with post-secondary education or completion
of high school. Parents could accumulate
grants (one for each year outside of the labor
market) but would be required to use the
grant within 15 years of the year for which
the grant was earned. Eligibility would be
subjected to income limits ($75,000/year max-
imum, subject to revision on the basis of
cost estimates). The program would be ad-
ministered by the Education Department, in
parallel with Pell Grants and other financial
aid programs.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and
Mr. BURNS):

S. 2519. A bill to promote and en-
hance public safety through use of 9–1–
1 at the universal emergency assist-
ance number, further deployment of
wireless 9–1–1 service, support of States
in upgrading 9–1–1 capabilities and re-
lated functions, encouragement of con-
struction and operation of seamless,
ubiquitous and reliable networks for
personal wireless services, and ensur-
ing access to Federal Government
property for such networks, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC
SAFETY ACT OF 1998

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing the Wireless Commu-
nications and Public Safety Act of 1998
to help build a national wireless com-
munications system and save lives. I
would like to thank Senator BURNS for
co-sponsoring this important legisla-
tion with me, and I look forward to
working with him to move this legisla-
tion forward during the remainder of
the Congress and the next Congress.

Mr. President, when a person is seri-
ously injured, in a car crash or a vio-
lent crime or in some other way, every
minute counts. Medical trauma and
public safety professionals speak of the
‘‘golden hour’’—the first hour after se-
rious injury when the greatest percent-
age of patient lives can be saved. The
quicker that person gets medical help,
the greater the chances of survival.

We would like people to be able to
get medical help as fast as possible
after serious injury. As a practical
matter, it takes time—often a half-
hour in an urban area or an hour in a
rural area—before an ambulance com-
pletes the job of getting to the scene of
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an accident and transporting the in-
jured to a medical facility, where doc-
tors can go to work saving the injured
person. This bill is designed to help cut
down that medical response time for
millions of Americans, by helping to
make sure that people can use their
wireless telephones to call 9–1–1 imme-
diately to get the ambulances rolling.

More than 60 million Americans
carry wireless telephones. Many people
carry them for safety reasons. People
count on those phones to be their life-
lines in emergencies. A parent driving
down an interstate highway with chil-
dren in the back seat draws comfort
from knowing that if the car is in-
volved in a crash, he or she can call 9–
1–1 for help and an ambulance will be
rolling in seconds. An older American
driving alone on a long trip feels more
comfortable knowing that if an acci-
dent occurs or sudden illness strikes,
he or she can use the wireless phone to
dial 9–1–1 for help and the state police
will be on the way.

But there’s a big problem. In many
parts of our country, when the frantic
parent or the suddenly disabled older
person punches 9–1–1 on the wireless
phone, nothing happens. In many areas
of the country, 9–1–1 is not the emer-
gency number, or there simply is no
wireless telephone service at all. If a
wireless telephone isn’t within range of
a wireless tower, a wireless call can’t
go through. The ambulance and the po-
lice won’t be coming. You may be fac-
ing a terrible emergency, but you’re on
your own.

The same problem arises even if an
emergency occurs within range of a
wireless tower, if a person is too in-
jured to make a 9–1–1 call, or can make
the call but cannot give his or her loca-
tion.

Mr. President, this bill can be called
the 9–1–1 bill—its main purposes are to
expand the areas covered by wireless
telephone service so that more people
in more places can call 9–1–1 systems so
that they can deliver more informa-
tion, like location and automatic crash
notification data. The bill is designed
to tie our citizens through their wire-
less telephones to the medical centers,
police, and firefighters who can help
them in emergencies.

The bill has four main elements.
First, it makes 9–1–1 the universal

emergency telephone number. I suspect
that most Americans think that 9–1–1
already is the emergency number ev-
erywhere, but it isn’t. There are many
places in America where, even if you
can get a telephone connection, 9–1–1
isn’t the right number to call for help.
This legislation will reduce the danger
of not knowing what number to call.
The rule in America ought to be uni-
form and simple—if you have an emer-
gency, wherever you are, dial 9–1–1.
The bill sets a national policy for us all
to pursue together, but, instead of im-
posing a federal mandate for executing
that policy, allows the states and local-
ities to decide how best to further that
policy in their areas.

The second key element of the bill is
a system of grants to assist the states
and local governments in developing,
coordinating, and carrying out their
plans to make wireless service avail-
able to more citizens and to upgrade
their 9–1–1 systems so they can provide
the location of wireless callers. The
bill gives the states maximum flexibil-
ity in designing their plans to qualify
for the grants. It is written carefully so
that it is not a federal mandate, and we
will not have federal bureaucrats
micro-managing wireless telephone
companies, state and local public safe-
ty programs, or hospital emergency
rooms.

The people who run our nation’s 9–1–
1 systems, and increasingly the elected
officials who employ them, know they
have a growing challenge in this area.
More and more Americans are using
wireless telephones to communicate,
and there are over 83,000 wireless emer-
gency calls a day now. But the tech-
nology receiving those calls is often
outdated, and new local technology
needs to be implemented. By offering
substantial federal grants funded from
the fees the government receives from
wireless carriers who place their tow-
ers on federal land, the bill encourages
the states to bring the stakeholders to-
gether to make the decisions necessary
to deploy these life-saving tech-
nologies. The implementation prob-
lems here are not technological; they
are financial and legislative. This bill
will provide federal support, but the
key leadership and decisions will come
from state and local officials.

The the third key element of the bill
is research and development of new
lifesaving technology for motor vehi-
cles. Proper medical care could be dis-
patched almost immediately if a car
that was involved in a crash automati-
cally signaled to public safety officials
that the car had crashed, where it had
crashed, and how bad the crash was.
The trauma experts tell us they can
predict the kinds of injuries a victim
has this crash data—so they will know
whether to send a helicopter, an ad-
vanced care ambulance, or just a
wrecker and a ride home. We can use
wireless technology to make these
automatic reports. This bill will au-
thorize the necessary investments to
develop the know-how to tie together
our cars, our public safety officials,
and our hospitals for rapid response in
vehicles emergencies

The fourth key element of this legis-
lation is using federal property to help
expand the wireless network. Current
law and Administration policy say that
federal agencies should encourage wire-
less facilities on federal property so as
to expand the availability of wireless
service, but agencies have been slow to
open up their land and buildings. This
bill will establish a clear and enforce-
able policy of allowing wireless facili-
ties on federal property when it doesn’t
interfere with the agency’s mission or
use of the property. The agency will be
allowed to charge fees for the use of

the property, and those fees will go
into a fund that will pay for grants to
states and crash-notification invest-
ments under the bill.

It is also important to note what this
bill does not do. It does not affect in
any way the ability of state or local
governments to impose taxes or fees on
any business. It does not preempt in
any way the current power of state and
local government regarding antenna
siting over property under their au-
thority. And, indeed, it provides an ex-
plicit statutory requirement of notice
and comment for state and local offi-
cials on siting applications for use of
federal property. These three changes I
made from earlier drafts resolve some
of the concerns that were raised by
some leaders of local and county gov-
ernments.

Some organizations sought addi-
tional changes to the legislation.

The Department of the Interior, for
example, wanted to change the provi-
sion on judicial review of federal agen-
cy denials of requests for access to fed-
eral property so that the burden of
proof in court would be on the person
challenging the agency’s decision not
to grant the requested access. This bill
instead adopts the standard used in the
Freedom of Information Act, which
puts on the agency the burden of sus-
taining its action. Since the agency
has superior access to all the relevant
information, it is appropriate for the
agency to bear the burden of going for-
ward with evidence and persuading the
court of the correctness of the agency’s
decision.

Also, some have suggested that the
bill should be changed so that the sate
and local law would apply to the citing
of wireless antennas on federal prop-
erty. That would be inconsistent with
current law and run counter to the
basis purpose of this legislation. To
allow state and local officials to extend
state and local zoning laws to the
placement of antennas on federal prop-
erty would give states and localities an
unprecedented ability to control deci-
sions by federal officials with respect
to federal property, and reduce the rev-
enue generated by the federal leases or
antenna siting. We simply cannot have
a situation in which a locality could be
allowed to hold the interests of the re-
gion or the country hostage to paro-
chial interests. The requirement in my
legislation that state and local offi-
cials have notice and an opportunity to
comment with respect to requests for
antenna siting on federal property
gives state and local officials their ap-
propriate role. They will have the op-
portunity to present their views, but
will not have a veto over placement of
antennas on federal property. It is im-
portant to remember what is at issue
here—the ability of people to call for
help in emergencies and get a prompt
public safety response—in short, save
lives.

This legislation has been developed
in consultation with a wide range of
groups that have great expertise in the
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subjects covered by the legislation, in-
cluding state and local officials who
run our nation’s 9–1–1 systems, trauma
experts, the American Automobile As-
sociation, the wireless industry and
others. The bill has the strong support
of a diverse coalition that includes
these and many other groups. To the
extent that some groups have concerns
about a few of he bill’s provisions, I in-
tend to continue to work with them to
try to address these concerns.

Mr. President, this bill is an impor-
tant step forward to helping state and
local emergency agencies do their jobs,
offering them significant grants to im-
prove their capabilities. This bill also
will go a long way toward helping the
nation expand its wireless network. It
will help make sure that Americans ev-
erywhere can dial 9–1–1 to summon
prompt assistance in an emergency.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues on the Commerce Commit-
tee on this important life-saving legis-
lation, an I urge all my colleague to
support it.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 981

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 981, a bill to provide for analy-
sis of major rules.

S. 1147

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1147, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act, Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide for nondiscriminatory coverage
for substance abuse treatment services
under private group and individual
health coverage.

S. 1529

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1529, a bill to enhance Federal en-
forcement of hate crimes, and for other
purposes.

S. 2110

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as
a cosponsor of S. 2110, a bill to author-
ize the Federal programs to prevent vi-
olence against women, and for other
purposes.

S. 2130

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2130, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide ad-
ditional retirement savings opportuni-
ties for small employers, including
self-employed individuals.

S. 2180

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM), the Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER),
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEIN-
GOLD), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
SARBANES), and the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2180, a bill to amend
the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 to clarify liability under
that Act for certain recycling trans-
actions.

S. 2201

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2201, a bill to delay the effective
date of the final rule promulgated by
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services regarding the Organ Procure-
ment and Transplantation Network.

S. 2283

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. JEFFORDS), the Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. LEAHY), and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2283, a bill to sup-
port sustainable and broad-based agri-
cultural and rural development in sub-
Saharan Africa, and for other purposes.

S. 2295

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) and the Senator from Col-
orado (Mr. ALLARD) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2295, a bill to amend the
Older Americans Act of 1965 to extend
the authorizations of appropriations
for that Act, and for other purposes.

S. 2354

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2354, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to impose a mora-
torium on the implementation of the
per beneficiary limits under the in-
terim payment system for home health
agencies, and to modify the standards
for calculating the per visit cost limits
and the rates for prospective payment
systems under the medicare home
health benefit to achieve fair reim-
bursement payment rates, and for
other purposes.

S. 2417

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2417, a bill to provide for al-
lowable catch quota for red snapper in
the Gulf of Mexico, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2494

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. JEFFORDS) and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2494, a bill to amend
the Communications Act of 1934 (47
U.S.C. 151 et seq.) to enhance the abil-
ity of direct broadcast satellite and
other multichannel video providers to
compete effectively with cable tele-
vision systems, and for other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 260

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.

STEVENS), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. MCCAIN), and the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 260, a
resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate that October 11, 1998, should be
designated as ‘‘National Children’s
Day.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 274

At the request of Mr. FORD, the name
of the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 274, a resolution to
express the sense of the Senate that
the Louisville Festival of Faiths should
be commended and should serve as
model for similar festivals in other
communities throughout the United
States.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 282—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE REGARDING SOCIAL SE-
CURITY AND BUDGET SURPLUS

Mr. JOHNSON submitted the follow-
ing resolution; which was referred
jointly to the Committee on the Budg-
et and to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

S. RES. 282

Whereas the Congressional Budget Office
projections released July 15, 1998, indicate
that the ‘‘on-budget’’ deficit, which does not
include Social Security program surpluses,
will be $41,000,000,000 for Fiscal Year 1998;

Whereas the Congressional Budget Office
projections also show that the amount of
Federal debt held by the Social Security
trust funds will grow from $736,000,000,000 in
1998 to $2,250,000,000,000 in 2008;

Whereas the Social Security trust funds
will be credited with interest payments on
Federal debt each year, rising from
$46,000,000,000 in 1998 to $117,000,000,000 in
2008, and these interest payments are an in-
tegral part of Social Security’s long-term fi-
nancial viability; and

Whereas the Congressional Budget Office’s
current projections indicate that there will
not be a consistent surplus in the unified
budget until 2005: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that Congress and the President should—

(1) continue to work to balance the budget
without counting Social Security trust fund
surpluses;

(2) continue to abide by ‘‘pay as you go’’
budget rules requiring that legislation in-
creasing mandatory spending or reducing
revenues must contain offsets to maintain
budget neutrality; and

(3) save Social Security first by reserving
all surpluses attributable to the Social Secu-
rity program, including interest payments.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

WENDELL H. FORD NATIONAL AIR
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1998

TORRICELLI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 3627

Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. ROBB)
proposed an amendment to the bill (S.
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